statement, she reflected the sincere empathy felt by millions of Germans for refugees, in stark contrast to the widespread defensiveness in many other countries of Europe.
On September 15, the Chancellor used strong words to reject the criticism of her refugee policy: "If we now still need to apologize for the fact that we are showing a friendly face in an emergency situation, then this is not my country." [2; 3] Merkel's statements, and probably to an even greater degree the images of German railway stations where friendly citizens welcomed thousands of refugees with gifts and signs reading "Refugees welcome!", were understood the world over as an invitation for hundreds of thousands of refugees to come to Germany. News of the German Willkommenskultur ("Welcome Culture") for refugees spread quickly via social media. While many in the media had criticized Angela Merkel as being a coldhearted Nazi commander [4] during the Greek crisis 2 , she was now portrayed as Mama Merkel and a new Mother Theresa for the suffering refugees 3 , albeit sometimes with an ironic undertone.
What was intended as a reaction to the direct emergency suffered by a mass of refugees in Hungary, who were not welcome there and who often had to camp out in miserable conditions, was perceived not only in the mass camps in Turkey, Jordan and Lebanon, but also in many regions in the Near East, South-East Asia and Africa from which people were fleeing, as a sign that Germany was willing to receive refugees. Within the space of a few weeks, tens of thousands of refugees streaming into Germany, joined by large numbers of unemployed and impoverished escapees from SouthEastern Europe and other continents, swelled to hundreds of thousands. Soon, the figure will reach over a million people, and while many of them will not be granted the right to remain, a very large number will be offered asylum, subsidiary protection or another right of residence form. In the coming years, they could be followed by further millions of refugees, who after becoming officially entitled to receive asylum will have the right to additionally bring millions of family members to Germany. It depends on the uncertain duration of the wars in Syria (over four years to date), Afghanistan (almost 40 years) and other countries whether and when many of those entitled to asylum will return voluntarily or by force to their homeland. Currently, war is being waged in around 25 countries (including wars close to Europe in Libya, Sudan, South Sudan and Somalia), while others are the scene of armed conflicts. And dozens of states are dictatorships where political persecution is being conducted on a massive scale.
In many European countries, protest was already voiced at an early stage against the generous acceptance of refugees in Germany, to a particularly extreme degree in Hungary [6] , but also in Germany itself where it took three different forms. Many countries, such as Britain, Canada, the U.S. and Australia, are demanding fixed quotas and thus an upper limit for the number of refugees received into their own country as well as in the EU overall. Some already regard such an upper limit as having long been exceeded, and are demanding the immediate expulsion of many refugees, in particular those who are unemployed and suffering from economic hardship, who have no prospect of being granted the right to asylum. They counter Merkel's statement by claiming "We will not succeed!". They emphasize the argument that Germany cannot accept all the refugees in the world, and that the ever increasing flow of people to the country must be stopped at some point. 3 Ibid., 19.09.2015. Recently, all German parties have with a single voice propagated the idea that all EU states should in solidarity play their part in accepting refugees to an extent that corresponds to the size of their respective population, economic power and rate of unemployment, in accordance with a quota yet to be agreed, or which was already agreed in September 2015. They have done so even though until 2013, Germany acted in an entirely non-aligned manner and refused to receive refugees from Greece and Italy, insisting instead on upholding the Dublin Regulation 4 which was designed to almost fully seal off the northern EU states from refugees. However, a distribution of all refugees throughout the EU according to mutual agreement, of which there is currently (as of November 2015) no prospect, would only bring a temporary reprieve in the refugee crisis in those countries which are bearing the brunt of the influx, such as Greece, Italy, Malta, Hungary, Sweden, Austria and Germany. In the long term, it would do nothing to change the limited willingness among the population of the EU to receive refugees. There are almost no objective limits to their acceptance. After 1945, western and central Germany, which had suffered severely from bombing, received twelve millions of refugees and displaced persons from the east of the country and from Eastern Europe, although by no means voluntarily and not without massive encroachment on private property. And yet even so, there are very concrete political boundaries when it comes to the will of those members of the electorate in the European states, who want to close either the EU borders or, if necessary, the borders of their own countries against any further mass influx of refugees. This will is expressed either in the election of xenophobic parties or in a policy change among the established parties in favour of a drastic limitation of the refugees number accepted.
Within just a few weeks, an entirely new situation has emerged throughout Europe, unlike during previous months, when the refugee problem was regarded as being a matter only for the Greeks, Italians and Maltese. It was only when the main refugee route changed from the central Mediterranean to the Balkans that the issue became a prime dispute subject in Germany and throughout the EU, after the death of well over a thousand refugees who had undertaken the journey by sea to Lampedusa made headlines for several days in April 2015. It appears that 23 000 refugees have lost their lives in the Mediterranean since the year 2000 without arousing a profound interest [7] . It was not until the image of the drowned Syrian boy on the beach at Bodrum in Turkey appeared, that the drama of the perilous flight across the Mediterranean became clear to the general public in Europe. It is not only problems related to receiving and integrating refugees that leave so many European politicians and citizens at a loss, but also above all their far-reaching political consequences (changes in the ethno-religious population structure and cultures, the attitudes among native citizens and immigrants towards democracy, the rule of law and the established political elites and parties). Somewhere in the middle, between tens of thousands of committed "welcome activists" and a growing number of verbal and in some cases also violent individuals who are against refugees, a broad layer of tens of millions is emerging who fluctuate between sceptical tolerance of the welcome policy and diffuse discomfort at the idea that this policy could bring about the ruin of Germany and Europe, both socially and above all in terms of democratic politics.
The six terrorist attacks in Paris on November 13, 2015 exacerbated the polarization in society with regard to refugees. Out of fear that the terrorist acts might nurture resistance among the population against receiving refugees and provoke acts of violence against their homes, as well as against refugees and Muslims in general, leading politicians have been misled into making opportunistic changes to their argument as to the reasons why refugees have fled. Whereas before the Parisian attacks, the bombing of Syrian towns and cities by the Assad regime and Russian fighter jets were given as being the cause, while the acts of violence committed by the anti-Assad opposition were ignored, now Martin Schulz, Sigmar Gabriel, Julia Klöckner, Jean-Claude Juncker and others are claiming that the Syrians and Iraqis coming to Europe are in fact fleeing from the IS terror, which now poses an increasing threat to Europe.
UNLIMITED OR LIMITED ACCEPTANCE OF REFUGEES
The claim "We will succeed" and its negation in all parties, from the Greens through to the radical right-wing parties [8; 9; 10; 11] , are dividing society in Germany and Europe into two parts which now find themselves in vehement dispute and frequently use offensive language to attack each other, with a rapidly fluctuating degree of quantitative and political strength. The German federal president, Joachim Gauck, probably contributed to the polarization of society by speaking of a light and a dark Germany [12] 5 . At the beginning of September, only 57% 5 Der Spiegel intensified the polarization in its edition of August 29 with two front pages for "Light" and "Dark" Germany.
of those polled in the ZDF 6 political barometer and "Der Tagesspiegel" newspaper supported the government's refugee policy [13] . Later, the level of scepticism and disapproval increased. 51% of respondents did not believe that Germany would be able to cope with the large number of refugees [14] . Naturally, however, it is in general not clear when it comes to the statement "We will succeed" ("Wir schaffen das"), as well as its negation, what it actually is that ("das") we will succeed in doing. This could mean, for example, that immediately after the arrival of refugees, sufficient solid accommodation can be found for them, and they will not be forced to camp out in the open air or in tents, and that they will be given enough to eat and provided with the necessary medical care, which is often not the case in Greece or in several Balkan countries. However, the phrase could also refer to the long-term integration of refugees into the employment market by teaching them German and giving them vocational training, as well as into the social welfare, healthcare and education system. Other people refer to the socio-political integration of refugees into the religiously secularized, liberal-democratic legal system and into the established pluralistic party system, which is entirely alien to refugees in their countries of origin.
There is no doubt that the terrorist attacks in Paris on November 13 have reinforced fears that Islamist terrorists may be hidden among the millions of refugees, or that a new generation of terrorists could be raised among the refugee children if they do not become integrated into the European society as is expected.
An agreement with "We will succeed" indicates a political attitude of keeping Germany's doors open to all refugees who arrive at the borders of it or the EU, while its rejection marks a demand for a limitation on the number of refugees received. However, attitudes towards the degree and the form of refusal of entry vary widely, and as a result, a series of different positions with several different variants has emerged.
While the "Bündnis 90/Die Grünen" and "Die Linke" opposition parties, together with Chancellor Merkel, stress the fact that according to the asylum law and the Geneva Convention on Refugees, there are no limits to the number of refugees who can be accepted, others are demanding a clear limitation. Even the Swedish migration minister Morgan Johansson has now requested that the refugees remain in Germany, since Sweden has no more capacity to receive them [15] . In the dispute surrounding refugee policy, the means of implementing these positions is also an issue, from generous aid to refugees through to the exertion of force in order either to accommodate and feed them, or to keep them out of Germany and Europe altogether.
Various welcome positions
The first of these, Merkel's welcome position, demands the unlimited acceptance of all refugees who arrive at the borders of Germany or the EU, or who are saved from drowning in the Mediterranean, whereby other EU countries should accept a considerable portion of refugees in accordance with a quota agreed in September 2015 or another quota for a small share of refugees. The problem with this approach is that in Europe it is shared by almost no other government. In Germany, it is supported above all by the "Bündnis 90/ Die Grünen" and "Die Linke" parties, and particularly in the "humanitarian" wing of the governing parties. The supporters of an extended welcome culture (extended welcome position) want those refugees who arrive at the west coast of Turkey or the coast of Libya and who wish to come to Europe to be collected there by ferries. Others even want to fetch refugees from the mass camps in Jordan, Lebanon and southern Turkey by aeroplane. However, the advocates of this approach ignore the refugee camps located further away in South-East Asia and in sub-Saharan Africa. The demands being made by the Pro Asyl group to completely change the Dublin Regulation in order to enable every refugee to migrate to any country they choose is also extreme [16, s. 7] . This would make refugees the first ever citizens of the world who would enjoy the global free movement. This third position can thus be specified as a global citizen position. Another extreme demand sets those migrants fleeing from economic hardship, severe environmental destruction, poverty and unemployment on a par with those fleeing from war, political persecution, death penalty and torture; in other words, it hugely extends the currently valid refugee law. This is a fourth position, or a welcome position also for migrants. It aims to convert most migrants into refugees, what the commonly used terms "economic refugee" or "environmental refugee" have already been doing for some time. However, international law does not recognize such refugees, just as it does not recognize the "tax refugees" referred to in common parlance.
Numerous positions designed to limit the number of refugees accepted
Of these, the first approach demands quota-based regulation (quota position), designed to distribute all refugees to the EU according to a ratio system, which takes into account population size, economic strength and levels of unemployment among the EU countries as well as characteristics of refugees themselves, such as the knowledge of languages, professional qualifications, social situation, state of health and, where possible, domestic preferences (relations with family members or friends) for individual host countries. To date, however, it appears that no one has been able to develop a practical procedure for distributing refugees, which would regulate who is permitted to draw the major lot of Sweden, Luxembourg or Germany, and who will have to do with the small lot of Bulgaria, Hungary or Greece. In September 2015, EU interior ministers determined a distribution ratio for 120 000 refugees from Greece, Italy and -as was originally planned -from Hungary. They had also agreed beforehand to voluntarily accept 40 000 refugees (in all EU member states). However, of the planned 160 000 refugees, to date firm commitments have only been made for 1180
7 [17, s. 12] . According to the quota ratio, Germany should only have to accept 26% of all refugees arriving in the EU.
The second position demands an intensified financial support for refugee camps on the other side of the border of the countries ravaged by civil war and political persecution, in order to considerably reduce the incentive to flee to Europe (distancing position). This had to come above all from the EU, which has the greatest level of interest in stopping the movement of refugees to Europe and in particular in persuading the Syrians to stay in refugee camps of Lebanon, Jordan and Turkey. The EU would also like to see Saudi Arabia, the Gulf states, Iran, the U.S. and many other UN members becoming involved as far as possible. The second and third positions are advocated above all by conservative and social-democratic parties in Europe. Within the CDU/CSU 8 , Horst Seehofer, the Bavarian Minister-President, has in particular sharply challenged Angela Merkel's policy towards refugees. He is demanding drastic limitations on the number of refugees being accepted, as well as a legal definition of further safe countries of origin in the Western Balkans to which asylum seekers should be returned after just a few days of examination and the rejection of an application, if possible even before they would have left a transit zone on the state border. Since the end of the Summer 2015, Seehofer has gained in popularity within the Union parties and among the population, while Angela Merkel's standing has fallen [18] . In October 2015, he was already able to push through some of his demands.
The third approach advocates the accommodating of refugees who continue to flee from their countries of origin in refugee camps where living conditions are only slightly better than the minimum UNHCR standard beyond the borders of the EU, in order to avoid creating incentives to leave refugee camps close to the countries of origin or even within the countries of origin themselves (deterrent position). This position is held only in the margins of the established conservative and social democratic parties, and is more strongly represented in specifically xenophobic parties. It is likely that a combination of the aforementioned positions runs right through all the established parties, and meets with approval among some business owners.
The fourth approach simply promotes the integration of refugees, who are welcome as workers and potential democratic citizens, in other words, refugees who are not Muslim Brothers being persecuted in Egypt or Islamist opponents of the Assad regime in Syria (selective position).
The fifth approach presupposes to abolish the mass flight to Europe purely through closure of borders by the police and military, either of one's own country or of the entire European Union, in some cases even by means of border fences according to the Hungarian model (border closure position), while at the same time bringing refugees who manage to get through back to where they came from, or imprisoning them as illegal immigrants.
The sixth approach even proposes that refugees who have been allowed to enter Europe so far should be forcibly removed from the European territory (expulsion position). After that, boats containing refugees who approach the European coastline should be sent back to the open sea after being supplied with water, food and fuel. This approach is already being implemented in parts of South-East Asia and in Australia. After these measures have been taken, those protecting Europe's borders are then no longer required to bother themselves with a further fate of refugees. In some cases, they could also be brought to the coast of Libya. This would certainly not be possible in the case of Turkey, since the Turkish navy would prevent such a move. The expulsion position is occasionally propagated by radical right-wing nationalist or European extremist groups, who in individual cases even talk of taking refugees to concentration camps or gas chambers. At the PEGIDA demonstration in Dresden on October 19, 2015, the Turkish-German main speaker Akif Pirinçci 9 made a sarcastic reference to alternatives offered for the approach taken by the established politicians, who advise critics of the current refugee policy to leave Germany: "But unfortunately, the concentration camps are currently not in operation" [19] . At first, this statement was interpreted as being a recommendation for how to deal with refugees themselves [20] .
The seventh hypothetical position, which to date 9 The writer Akif Pirinçci is also the author of the bestseller "Deutschland von Sinnen. Der irre Kult um Frauen, Homosexuelle und Zuwanderer" ("Germany out of her Senses: The Mad Cult around Women, Homosexuals and Immigrants").
does not seem to be publicly proffered by anybody yet, but is likely to be put forward in the near future, would be to bring almost three-quarters of the refugees from the Austrian border directly to the borders of the eight other Germany's neighboring states and set them down there in order to transfer them onwards in this wise, as the countries on the Balkan route have done so far (onward transfer position). The eighth position is propagated by the Turkish military and politicians: the establishment of a security zone in Syria, which is militarily shielded by the United Nations, NATO or Turkey, where Syrian refugees should be taken to (security zone position). A similar model could also be implemented for other civil war countries.
In a week-long dispute over "transit zones" on the southern border of Germany according to a recommendation made by the CSU and later also the CDU, or over "reception centers" distributed throughout the entire Federal Republic of Germany according to a recommendation made by the SPD 10 , the subject of debate was nothing more than a marginal matter in relation to the real problems surrounding the issue of refugees. The dispute also centered around a precise definition of the "Welcome Culture", which the Austrian foreign minister Sebastian Kurz recently referred to as Einladungskultur ("Invitation Culture") [21, s. 1] . In a survey conducted by the Politbarometer national television programme, 71% of respondents spoke out in favour of the establishment of transit zones, while 25% said they were against them [22] . Finally, on November 5, the grand coalition decided to create Orwellian-sounding "acceptance facilities". In effect, they will be of a non-acceptance/returning kind, since the whole purpose of the planned facilities is simply to separate migrants from South-East Europe, who are to be sent back as quickly as possible, from the real refugees who are to be rapidly and fairly distributed among the German federal states in accordance with the "Königsteiner Schlüssel" 11 distribution quotas agreed in 1949. There they will be given an opportunity to begin the lengthy process of applying for asylum.
THE GLOBALIZATION OF REFUGEE MOVEMENTS
Since ages ago, people have fled from war or violence inflicted by other people within areas of rule and beyond their borders. And it is also quite certain 10 Sozial-Demokratische Partei Deutschlands, SPD (SocialDemocratic Party of Germany). 11 The "Königsteiner Schlüssel" (Königstein Rules) of 1949 regulated the distribution of financial burdens between the German federal states, which are calculated on the basis of twothirds of tax revenue and one third of the population.
that in a hundred years and afterwards, there will still be refugees. "Removing the reasons for refugees to flee" might sound convincing, but in reality, it is nothing more than a lame phrase, since the willingness and ability to bring an end to the circumstances that force people to flee are currently only extremely limited, and will remain so in the future. In the best case scenario, some of these circumstances can be rectified, although the means for doing so are highly contentious. The military NATO intervention in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia in 1999 certainly brought an abrupt end to the civil war and the stream of refugees leaving the country, and enabled hundreds of thousands of Albanian refugees to return to Kosovo. Despite widespread poverty and unemployment, Kosovo is now regarded as being a "safe country", whose citizens no longer have the right to asylum in the EU. A significant number of commentators are of the opinion that the current refugee crisis was triggered above all by the refusal of the UN Security Council and NATO to topple the Assad regime after the outbreak of the civil war in Syria in Spring 2011. Other contemporary observers are of the opposite view, regarding support for the Syrian civil war parties through delivery of weapons and foreign fighters, and recently through deployment of western and Russian fighter jets as the main root of the problem. Furthermore, they say, the wars conducted by western powers in Iraq, Afghanistan, Libya, Mali and many other countries, with or without the mandate of the United Nations, are also an important factor in triggering the refugee crisis. In the meantime, other commentators do not make the wars themselves -which must be separately classified in each particular case as offensive, defensive, interventionist or civil wars -responsible, but instead, the misguided post-war and peace consolidation policies, such as in Iraq and Libya.
In the broader sense, the question why refugees leave their countries of origin is linked to the issue of war and dictatorship causes, as well as to the problem of responsibility for the global economic order, the anthropogenic climate change and other factors which have led to the enormous degree of suffering and poverty triggering war. However, the refugees and thus also the refugee policy cannot wait for the emergence of a just world social order. Be that as it may: no power on earth is in a position to bring an end to the mass flight of refugees in the coming months and years. A long-term refugee policy must therefore be adopted by all states, i.e. including the EU countries and institutions. For Europe, the issue is no longer fixedterm European refugee movements, such as in 1956 during the Hungarian War, or in 1992/1993 and 1999 during the Yugoslav Wars, but is rather a global mass flight phenomenon that is likely to last for a long time, and which has a global reach.
The right to asylum and the right of refugees to be accepted into other countries have only been in existence for a few decades. However, since early antiquity, there has been a divine right to asylum grounded in religious and magical traditions, and later asylum agreements between rulers who were unwilling to hand over victims of political persecution [23, ss. 23-32] . It was not until the 19th century that states developed the institution of individually assigned state citizenship, which was certified by a document (an identification certificate or passport). The purpose of this was to be able to refuse entry to people from other countries who sought refuge from danger or persecution. Some states even formally agreed to mutually hand over individuals who were the subject of political persecution by them. For common criminals, the same principle applies today. As a result, some states describe individuals being persecuted by them on political grounds as terrorists and common criminals in order to have them extradited by another state, even in cases when those individuals have done nothing more than asserting their civic rights in a nonviolent manner.
For thousands of years, the journeys taken by refugees were extraordinarily limited in their geographical scope, since there were very few transport modes available. In order to flee, they usually had to travel on foot, and were only rarely able to use animals to ride or pull carts for greater speed. The radius of travel was increased only by boats and ships, although they were very expensive to use. When many millions of people died during the Russian and Chinese civil wars in the first half of the 20th century, only a few hundreds of thousands succeeded in fleeing to other countries [23, ss. 48-49] . Today, motor vehicles, trains, ships, motor-driven dinghies, and in some cases also planes are used to flee over large distances. The seas of the Mediterranean no longer present a significant barrier to flight. Only oceans and deserts remain a natural obstacle. Modern communication means, such as mobile phones and smartphones, are also an extremely important tool in planning individual and family journeys as well as the coordination of the route over thousands of kilometers. For these reasons, the tendency for refugee movements is to take on a continental, even global dimension. Modern civil war methods are also contributing to mass flight, in which civilians in particular are threatened and driven from their homes, towns and villages are devastated and, at the same time, volunteers are attracted from all over the world to join in the fight.
Two types of flight abroad can be defined: to a nearby country and to a remote country (the author's own terminology). Most refugees who leave their country of origin remain in neighboring countries, often in huge refugee camps just on the other side of the state border. External, "objective" reasons for this are a lack of material resources to flee as well as the fact that food and health care are provided solely within the confines of the refugee camps. A further reason can be a legal ban on working in the guest country. More rarely, they remain due to barrier fences around the camp and persecution by the police if the refugees leave the camp. Lack of funds which would enable them to make use of other flight means, the risk of injury and death en route and lack of willingness to accept them in most countries also restrict the possibilities to flee. "Subjective" reasons, which are firmly anchored in their consciousness, are the hope that they will soon be able to return to their homes after the war or violent rule comes to an end, and the fear of not being able to live in an environment with an alien culture, language and ethnic group. Usually, only relatively well-off refugees, who are able to pay thousands of Euros required in order to use transport modes, and frequently also to pay people smugglers to enable them to cross borders illegally, can afford to flee long distances. Long-distance refugees are usually also comparatively young, healthy, male and willing to take risks.
THE CURRENT MASS MOVEMENT OF REFUGEES
Europe has been entirely unprepared for the current mass movement of refugees. Warnings that millions of people would flee from Africa, particularly for environmental reasons, had been made earlier, but many chose to ignore them as entirely exaggerated alarmism 12 . There are two preferred routes used by people fleeing to Europe: via Libya to Lampedusa, Sicily and Malta, and then further northwards, and via Turkey to Greece and then along the Balkan route to the Central and Northern Europe. Initially, flight was only possible by dint of expensive people smuggler organizations, not infrequently with a high level of danger to life and at the risk of being robbed. After thousands of refugees drowned in the Mediterranean 13 , while others died in terrible circumstances on land -the most spectacular case was the death of 71 refugees by suffocation in a lorry travelling from Hungary to Austria at the end of August 2015 [24] -many states have taken on the task of transporting refugees through their 12 Thus, in 1990, the British film "The March" directed by David
Wheatley based on a script by William Nicholson, was shown by the BBC. It portrayed a mass exodus from Africa hence years of drought caused by climate change, which will overwhelm all the border protection of Europe, via the Strait of Gibraltar, the Mediterranean islands of Sicily and Malta and across the Bosporus. 13 According to the UNHCR, the figure was 3500 in 2014. In April 2015, over 1300 people drowned in the Mediterranean.
territory themselves, sending people from one border to the next. Alongside the structural, transport-related reasons why intercontinental mass flight has now become possible, particular political events are also responsible for the current mass flight to Europe. Several of these can be listed here in brief: 1. The military aggression waged by the U.S., Britain and other states against Iraq led to destruction of the established political order in large parts of the Near and Middle East. 2. The misguided post-war policy of the western powers in Iraq stimulated the creation of the "Islamic State" in Iraq and then also in Syria. 3. The formation of international Shia and Sunni military alliances, and then also the renewed competition for a superpower status between the U.S. and Russia, have both stoked the civil war in Syria. 4. The Arab Spring was followed by a period in which autocratic regimes either attempted to retain their hold on power by force (in Syria) or to restore it (in Egypt and Yemen). 5. In the main, all warring parties in Syria aspire to peace through victory, and are not willing to seek peace through compromise. 6. The toppling of the Gaddafi regime, which had prevented African refugees from reaching Europe, also with financial support from Europe, opened up refugee routes to the northern coast of Libya from the civil war countries in Africa such as Somalia, Sudan, South Sudan, Nigeria, Mali, Libya and from the extremely repressive state of Eritrea, while Morocco and Spain continued to block the refugee route across the Strait of Gibraltar. 7. The resumption of the civil war in Turkey by the AKP 14 government against the Kurdish PKK 15 , which has already cost between 30 000 and 40 000 human lives, contributed to a situation in which the Erdoğan's regime experiencing greater stability probably not only permitted the flight of Syrians, Afghans, Pakistanis and others to the Greek islands, but even encouraged it. The Balkan route begins in Turkey. 8. The drastic reduction in food rations provided by the UNHCR in the camps around Syria during recent months has caused further tens of thousands of people to flee to Europe.
The mass movement of refugees to Europe is highly unlikely to abate in the years to come. In fact, the opposite will probably occur: friendly acceptance of millions of refugees in Europe will motivate further millions of internal refugees, who until now have been afraid of the appalling living conditions in refugee camps close to the border, to flee abroad. Worse still: it will also serve as an incentive for some radical-national regimes to force unwanted ethnic and religious minorities to flee. For many years, antiSemitism and anti-Ziganism in the East of Europe have acted as a means of persuading Jews and Roma to move westwards in disgust. The pro-greater Israeli politicians-annexationists who systematically attempt to take possession of the West Bank by building new Jewish settlements and to prevent the creation of a Palestinian state could be tempted by a Third Intifada and another Gaza War to secretly provide those Palestinians who are willing to flee with boats for their journey to Europe. The Israeli prime-minister, Netanyahu, has already exploited the anti-Semitic terrorist attacks by Muslims in France in Spring 2015 to invite the Jews living in France to come and live in Israel. If the Turkish government under state president Recep Tayyip Erdoğan intensifies its suppression of the Kurds, the war already begun against the PKK could cause further tens of thousands of Kurds to flee to Europe. Sri Lanka will make attempts to trigger the flight of a large share of its Tamils, while Sudan will do the same with the Darfur peoples, as well as Myanmar with its Rohingya. In other words, the danger is that the generous acceptance of refugees in Europe will generate more and more refugees throughout the world, and will encourage religious-ethnic "cleansing" operations in many countries.
THE LEGAL STATUS OF REFUGEES
It was not until 1833 that Belgium as the first liberal national state began to regard subjects of political persecution as being anything other than criminals, and to grant them asylum [25, s. 4; 26, s. 122] . It was only after the experience of the world wars and the National Socialist tyranny that an international convention on refugees could be agreed in Geneva in 1951, and that the right to asylum could be anchored in some constitutions [27; 28] . The convention by no means grants refugees the right to find refuge in any country, nor does it oblige states to accept refugees [29, 16 , the Basic Law of the Federal Republic of Germany (Art. 16a) nor the corresponding implementation laws set any quantitative upper limit for the right to asylum 17 . According to these regulations, the influx could only be restricted by balancing the rights of the refugees against other rights of the state and its citizens. The original extensive basic right 18 to asylum was restricted in 1993 [30, ss. 21-62 ]. According to Art. 16a, Para. 1, "subjects of political persecution" enjoy the right to asylum. However, no one "who enters the country from a member state of the European Communities (i.e. today, the EU, E.J.), or from another third state in which the implementation of the agreement regarding the legal status of refugees and the convention on the protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms is ensured" is eligible to claim this right. Those countries which qualify as third states must be classified as such by law. In constitutional terms, therefore, Germany is hardly required to accept any refugees (except those who have arrived directly by plane), and could potentially order all refugees to return to its borders. Other EU states could act in a similar manner and send all refugees on the Balkan route back to Greece or even Turkey. Accordingly, the refugees would have to return to Italy and Malta via the Mediterranean. However, in logistical, moral and political terms, this is impossible. Furthermore, preventing refugees from entering would mean that a border fence would have to be erected, which would be protected by police and military force, as is the case in Hungary, the USA and Israel, and which is already in existence along land borders of the EU (Greece, Bulgaria, Ceuta and Melilla). Refugee boats would also have to be turned back by the navy if the EU neighbour states cannot be persuaded to provide for refugees on their territory with the offer of billions of Euros as an aid.
The EU countries have since 1997 repeatedly concluded agreements with each other which specify the rights of refugees [33] . After the Dublin III Regulation, which has in principle been valid since January 1, 2014, the EU member state (as well as Switzerland, Norway, Iceland and Liechtenstein) that a person seeking asylum enters first is responsible for his/her asylum application process [34] . The decision made by that state is then valid for all participating states. Officially recognized asylum seekers are allowed to travel within was signed by 145 states. It was supplemented by a "Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees", which came into force on October 4, 1967 [32] . 17 How other democracies legitimize their drastically limited acceptance of refugees through legislation cannot be described in greater detail here. 18 General international law had only constituted the right of the state not to deliver politically persecuted individuals to a persecutor state. The right of the state to grant asylum thus became an obligation on the part of the state to grant asylum.
the EU, but for many years are banned from taking up employment in other European countries and receive no social benefits there. The Qualification Directive determines more precisely the procedure of a refugees' official recognition for the EU (with the exception of Britain, Ireland and Denmark) [35] . The mass movement of refugees across the Mediterranean has caused the existing legal framework surrounding immigration to collapse, and has made it necessary to adapt the law to real-life conditions, since neither Germany nor Europe are prepared to implement the existing law using barbaric, violent means.
For some time, Italy has already been allowing refugees to leave the country in the northern direction without completing the asylum application procedure, and in some cases even without registering. Greece regards itself as being unable to provide for the huge numbers of refugees on its East Aegean islands, to register them in an orderly fashion or to conduct an asylum application procedure in accordance with the law. The country is therefore transporting refugees to the mainland and allowing them to move northwards from there along the Balkan route. Neither the individual EU states in the Mediterranean nor the EU as a whole are currently in a position to accept or reject refugees in accordance with legislative regulations. In this way, all states along the Balkan route from Greece to Austria have reverted to transit and people smuggling policies, and are illegally allowing hundreds of thousands of refugees to reach the border of Germany at the expense of the state (and while doing so, are incidentally also taking away the commercial profit from the private people smuggling gangs). With this they are exerting moral pressure on Germany to allow refugees to enter the country, and not to propel them onwards to its other eight borders, as France is attempting to do on its northern border (Calais) to some extent. As a result, for the refugees, "Europe" has essentially come to mean "Germany", a phenomenon which has increased the level of Germany's responsibility for the future and cohesion of the EU to a far greater extent than the financial crisis and the Greek debts of previous years.
In connection with the Geneva Convention on Refugees of 1951, the office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 19 (UNHCR) was created, which at the beginning of 2015 had over 9300 employees [36] . Even though on repeated occasions this office saves hundreds of thousands human lives, it is woefully underfunded by the UN member states, 19 Such a body had already been created by the League of Nations in 1921. The first High Commissioner for Refugees was Fridtj of Nansen.
so that it is frequently unable to satisfy even minimal basic human needs. According to the Convention on Refugees, any individual is classified as being a refugee who "owing to well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership in a particular social group or for political opinion, is outside the country of his nationality and is unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail himself of the protection of that country…" [32, Art. 1, Para. 2]. People who are refugees within their own country, who according to UN statistics make up the largest share of all refugees in the world, are therefore not refugees in the legal sense, and are referred to in the UN jargon as "IDPs", or Internally Displaced Persons 20 . In 2014, according to the UNHCR estimates, the number of refugees in the world was far higher than it had ever been before, totaling 59.5 millions. Of these, 19.5 were refugees in the legal sense (i.e. people who had fled abroad), while 38.2 millions were IDPs and 1.8 millions were seeking asylum [38, p.5] . According to the predominant view, flight from poverty, unemployment or threat of starvation does not provide grounds for asylum or refugee status. This applies primarily to people who flee abroad due to the threat of their entire livelihood loss through drought or flooding. To date, the only internationally recognized reasons to flee are war, political persecution and torture as well as other forms of mass-scale violence perpetrated or tolerated by a state.
REFUGEES IN GERMANY AND OTHER EUROPEAN COUNTRIES
Before 1967, less than 5000 people per year applied for asylum in Germany. The only exception was in 1956, when the number came to over 16 000 following the revolution and war in Hungary. By 1975, the annual figure for asylum seekers remained below 10 000 with hardly any exception. After that, it increased steadily, and in 1980 exceeded the 100 000 mark for the first time, although it subsequently remained in the tens of thousands. From 1988 to 2000, the figure remained constantly over 100 000, reaching its peak of 438 000 in 1992 during the Yugoslav wars. From 2001 to 2012, it decreased back to tens of thousands, before another rapid escalation. In 2013, 127 000 people applied for asylum, in 2014 -203 000 applications were registered. The total for 2015 is likely to be many hundreds of thousands, if not up to a million [39] . While the maximum total number of asylum seekers in Germany 20 At the end of 2011, according to estimates made by the UNHCR, there were 26.4 million IDPs, of whom 15.5 millions received assistance from this international refugee agency in 26 countries [37] .
was registered in 2013, in relation to the population size, there were far more asylum applications in Switzerland, Norway, Austria, Luxembourg, Hungary and Belgium 21 . In Sweden and Malta, the relative figure was even three times higher than in Germany [40, s. 3] .
In Germany, only 1-2% of asylum applications between 2006 and 2015 were officially recognized as such [39, s. 9] . However, during the asylum application process, a decision is not only made as to who has the right to apply for asylum as a "subject of political persecution", but also who is covered by the area of protection according to the Geneva Convention on Refugees of 1951, as well as who is eligible for the so-called "subsidiary protection" 22 , and who may not be extradited for other legal reasons. This results in an "overall protection share" of somewhat under 40% of those applying for asylum [39, s. 9] .
INCREASE IN RIGHT-WING NATIONALISM FOLLOWING THE ACCEPTANCE OF REFUGEES FROM OTHER CULTURES
Politicians should not only be analyzed and judged according to what they wish to achieve, but also primarily with regard to their actions and performance. The surprisingly friendly acceptance of refugees arriving in Germany in growing numbers from August 2015, and the enormous willingness among tens of thousands of highly committed Germans to help their fellow human beings, which was supported by the majority opinion among the population and with words of welcome offered by Angela Merkel, her government and all Bundestag parties, is perhaps -from a humanitarian political perspective -one of the most gratifying results of the years-long democratic learning process in Germany, which in many countries, at least among the population minority, is being regarded with a mixture of approval and awe. This phenomenon was made easier by the currently strong economy, low level of unemployment and lack of personnel in certain industrial sectors of Germany. In countries with a high 21 In 2013, 66 % of all asylum applications in the EU were rejected.
In Germany, the official recognition rate is almost 50% summing up all forms of the right to remain (asylum recipients in the narrower sense, refugees in the sense of the Refugee Convention, persons authorized to receive subsidiary protection and other prohibitions on extradition), which were examined during the asylum application process [41] . 22 A foreigner who is threatened with a severe degree of suffering, such as "the sentencing with or carrying out of the death penalty, torture, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment, or a serious personal threat to life or health of a civilian resulting from arbitrary violence within the scope of an international or innerstate conflict" has the right to claim the "subsidiary protection" [42] .
rate of unemployment and a weak economy, the level of willingness to accept refugees is understandably far lower. There are also other reasons for this which cannot be discussed in greater detail here. The demand for a "fairer" distribution throughout the EU will probably enjoy only a limited success. However, even if this were to occur, it would only bring temporary relief to the refugee crisis, and would do nothing to alter the feeling among the majority of Europeans of being overwhelmed by the mass of people arriving at the continent. National state sovereignty, which is still one of the foundations and fundamental principles of the European Union, grants every nation the right to decide how to act with regard to immigration and the acceptance of refugees, as well as which wars it should send its soldiers to fight in. This national state sovereignty will not allow itself to be replaced by appeals to solidarity among Europeans. To this extent, the current complaints of German politicians regarding the lack of solidarity being shown by many other European states is misplaced. Even more dangerous are the attempts to enforce European solidarity through threats to withdraw German money from the European structural fund. The "moral imperialism" shown by the Germans has rekindled a great deal of anti-German sentiment in Europe. The fact cannot be ignored that the mass flight to Europe has not only been met with sympathy and willingness to take in people who are suffering, but has also triggered verbal, and occasionally violent, forms of aggression. The acts of violence initially present a challenge to the police and the judiciary. Of far greater political relevance is the growing rightwing radicalism in the attitudes and voting behavior among certain groups, and perhaps even more so, the sense of unease felt among a broad middle swathe of the population. Those belonging to the latter category regard the continued influx of refugees with fear and concern, but do not yet know how to demand a change in the refugee policy. Should the parties they have been supporting tack, should they refuse to vote for the democratic parties, or should they vote in protest for new extremist or moderately right-wing radical ("rightwing populist") parties? The mass murder committed by Anders Behring Breivik in Oslo and on Utøya on July 22, 2014, and recently the attack on the Cologne mayoral candidate Henriette Reker on October 17, 2015 could be harbingers of a modern form of violent rightwing extremism. The fact is frequently overlooked that alongside the traditional national right-wing radicalism, a coordinated European right-wing radicalism (of the "European patriots") has also emerged.
From a political science perspective, there is no way to get round a bitter conclusion that more of the welcome-policy towards refugees prompts the greater extent of the right-wing radicalism. There is nothing that any democratic defence strategies can do to remedy the situation, be it patient education and campaigning in favour of accepting refugees on the one hand, or demagogic warnings of the National Socialism revival and the denunciation of millions of worried citizens who wish to see a limit set on the number of refugees received as closet Neo-Nazis, racists, xenophobes, Islamophobes, etc., on the other. Some radical refugeewelcomers are now even inclined to use the term "concerned citizen" as a synonym for Neo-Nazi. The hatred shown by some right-wing extremists is countered by no less hatred against the right-wing populists. All this contributes towards political polarization, which not only puts peace within society and democracy at risk, but also contributes to a growing aversion towards the European integration. Programmes to integrate foreign refugees must therefore be linked to programmes to integrate those many local citizens who are tending towards right-wing radicalism. These people cannot be excluded from society, either through ostracism or through imprisonment. If this is the correct response, the "European patriots" should not be a subject to verbal attack. Instead, painstaking work should be done to persuade them to support democracy and the rule of law, while, at the same time, it is necessary to take decisive legal action to sentence the physical violence perpetrated by some of them.
It is quite clear that the refugee crisis has facilitated a national swing to the right among established parties throughout Europe, and has led to huge electoral successes for right-wing populist and rightwing extremist parties. This has been reflected in the most recent elections in Poland, Austria, Denmark, Switzerland, Turkey, and so on. Finally, it has also given new impetus to those proposing that Britain exit the EU. The EU doors are open to Syrians and Afghans, while Britain, Hungary and perhaps even France leave? The bitter question raised by the refugee policy of the European democratic governments, whether they are more social-liberal or conservative, is therefore: how much right-wing radicalism and how many nationalist right-wing populist, anti-European election successes are they willing to generate among the population and during the next round of elections? As a result of the decisive rejection of its National-Socialist past and due to its economic prosperity, Germany is for now not yet in the same fatal position as many other European countries. However, there is much to suggest that the "Alternative für Deutschland" 23 party (or AfD), having got rid of its liberal-nationalist founding members and reorganized itself into an unambiguously right-wing populist party, could in September 2017 become the third largest party in the German Bundestag.
To be concluded. Материал к публикации подготовила Т. РОВИНСКАЯ 23 "Alternative for Germany".
